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 Supplemental Methods
[bookmark: _Hlk127719928][bookmark: _Hlk130118584]PSU severity was assessed using the 10-item smartphone addiction scale-short version (SAS-SV) (Kwon et al., 2013), which has been validated and widely used in Chinese adolescents (Cheung et al., 2019). Each item is rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The sum of the items provides an overall SAS-SV score (range:10-60), with a higher score indicating a more severe PSU. Male students with SAS-SV scores ≥ 31 and female students with SAS-SV scores ≥ 33 were classified as the PSU group (Yoo et al., 2022). The SAS-SV exhibited high internal consistency in the present study, with a Cronbach’s α of 0.90. 
[bookmark: _Hlk127721074][bookmark: _Hlk127719801]PIU severity was measured using Young’s 20-item internet addiction test (IAT), which is rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always) (Young, 1998). The sum of the items provides an overall IAT score (range: 20-100), with higher scores indicating more severe PIU. Students were classified into three types of internet user groups based on their IAT scores: “PIU” (IAT scores ≥ 70), “at-risk users” (IAT scores between 40 and 69), and “non-PIU” (IAT scores below 39) (Kawabe et al., 2016). The Chinese version of this scale has been validated and widely used in Chinese adolescents (Lu et al., 2022; Marin et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022). The IAT exhibited high internal consistency in the present study, with a Cronbach’s α of 0.92.
[bookmark: _Hlk130119890][bookmark: _Hlk137988393]Sexual orientation was assessed using the question “Which gender do you think you are romantically attracted to?” with response options including male, female, both male and female, not sure, unwilling to answer, and neither men nor women. Students were categorized as “heterosexual”, “lesbian/gay”, “bisexual”, and “not sure” based on their response and biological sex. Adolescents who chose “unwilling to answer” (n=2905, 12.6%) and “neither men nor women” (n=347, n=1.5%) were excluded from further association statistical analysis. 
Depressive symptoms were measured with the Chinese version of the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) (Radloff, 1991). The items reflect the frequency of twenty depressive symptoms in the past month on a 4-point Likert-type scale, with the score of each item ranging from 0 (not at all) to 3 (nearly every day). The sum of these items gives an overall CES-D score (range:0-60), and a higher total score indicates more severe depressive symptomatology. The Chinese version has been validated and widely used in Chinese adolescents (Ma et al., 2021). In the present study, the Cronbach’s α of the CES-D was 0.80. 
Anxiety symptoms were assessed by using the Generalized Anxiety Disorder (GAD-7) (Spitzer et al., 2006). The Chinese version of this scale has been validated and widely used in Chinese adolescents (Zhou et al., 2020). The items reflect the frequency of seven core anxiety symptoms in the past two weeks on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 0 (not at all) to 3 (nearly every day). The sum of these items gives an overall GAD-7 score (range:0-21), and a higher total score indicates more severe anxiety. In the present study, Cronbach’s α of the GAD-7 was 0.91.
The social support scale was used to evaluate adolescents’ social support status (Ye & Dai, 2008). The scale contains 17 items, each rated on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). A higher total score on the scale indicates that an individual can receive more social support. This measurement has been validated in adolescents and has been used with Chinses samples (Zhang et al., 2022). In the current sample, Cronbach’s α of the social support scale was 0.95.
Being bullied at school was measured using the item in SCAHS with the following question: “How many days have you ever been bullied (kicked, maliciously teased, isolated, and sexually playful) at school in the past 30 days?” the answer was given as follows: “Never,” “1-2 days,” “3-5 days,” “6-9 days,” “10-19 days” and “more than 20 days.” In this study, we categorized students as being bullied or not being bullied at school. 




	[bookmark: _Hlk138002556]Table S1 Distribution of gender expression by sex and sexual orientation

	
	Gender nonconformity, n (%)

	Score
	Sex
	Sexual Orientation

	
	Female
	Male
	Heterosexual
	Lesbian/Gay
	Bisexual
	Not Sure

	1= Most gender conforming
	1325(30.4)
	3037(69.6)
	3539(92.4)
	30(0.7)
	147(3.8)
	114(3.0)

	2
	3287(44.0)
	4188(56.0)
	5825(87.3)
	49(0.7)
	474(7.1)
	323(4.8)

	3
	2311(61.1)
	1470(38.9)
	2555(78.5)
	58(1.8)
	390(12.0)
	250(7.7)

	4
	3694(59.5)
	2519(40.5)
	3495(69.8)
	146(2.9)
	841(16.8)
	522(10.4)

	5
	560(62.0)
	343(38.0)
	503(65.5)
	56(7.3)
	147(19.1)
	62(8.1)

	6
	81(47.1)
	91(52.9)
	92(62.2)
	23(15.5)
	26(17.6)
	7(4.7)

	7= Most gender non-conforming
	35(23.6)
	113(76.4)
	82(64.1)
	17(13.3)
	15(11.7)
	14(10.9)


1= Females who describe themselves as very feminine; males who describe themselves as very masculine.
2= Females who describe themselves as mostly feminine; males who describe themselves as mostly masculine.
3= Females who describe themselves as somewhat feminine; males who describe themselves as somewhat masculine.
4= Students who describe themselves as equally feminine and masculine. 
5= Females who describe themselves as somewhat masculine; males who describe themselves as somewhat feminine. 
6= Females who describe themselves as mostly masculine; males who describe themselves as mostly feminine. 
7= Females who describe themselves as very masculine; males who describe themselves as very feminine.


	[bookmark: _Hlk137945531]Table S2 Description of all covariates from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey.

	Variables
	Response categories
	Coding for the analysis

	Demographic covariates
Sexa
	
1=male; 2=female
	
Dummy variable: 1= male; 2= female

	Household socioeconomic statusb
	1=very good; 2=good; 3=average; 4= a little difficult; 5=very difficult
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1=high (response 1-2); 2=average (response 3); 3=low (response 4-5)

	Family relationshipc
	1=very good; 2=good; 3=average; 4=not get along well; 5=have conflict with each other
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1=good (response 1-2); 2=average (response 3); 3=poor (response 4-5)

	Classmate relationshipd
	1=very good; 2=good; 3=average; 4=not get along well; 5=have conflict with each other
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1=good (response 1-2); 2=average (response 3); 3=poor (response 4-5)

	Teacher-classmate relationshipe
	1=very good; 2=good; 3=average; 4=not get along well; 5=have conflict with each other
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1=good (response 1-2); 2=average (response 3); 3=poor (response 4-5)


	academic performancef
	1=very good; 2=good; 3=average; 4=below average; 5=bad
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1=above average (response 1-2); 2=average (response 3); 3=below average (response 4-5)


	Sexual orientationg
	[bookmark: _Hlk137988212]1=male; 2=female; 3=both male and female; 4=not sure; 5=unwilling to answer; 6=neither men nor women.
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1= heterosexual (male students response 2 and female student response 1); 2=lesbian/gay (female student response 2 and male student response 1); 3=bisexual (response 3); 4=not sure (response 4)

	Being bulliedh
	1=Never; 2=1-2 days; 3=3-5 days; 4=6-9 days; 5=10-19 days; 6=more than 20 days
	Each variable was dummy coded as 1= No (response 1); 2=Yes (response 2-7)


aOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “What is your sex?”
bOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How is your family’s household socioeconomic status?”
cOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How is your relationship with your family?”
dOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How is your relationship with your classmate?”
eOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How is your relationship with your teachers?”
fOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How was your academic performance in the past semester?”
[bookmark: _Hlk137988279]g Two items from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “What is your sex?” and “Which gender do you think you are romantically attracted to?”
hOne item from the 2021 School-based Chinses Adolescents Health Survey: “How many days have you ever been bullied (kicked, maliciously teased, isolated, and sexually playful) at school in the past 30 days?”


	Table S3 Characteristics of the study population stratified by PSU and PIUa

	[bookmark: _Hlk130282869][bookmark: _Hlk130201880]Variables
	
	PSU
	
	PIU

	
	Non-PSU
	PSU
	2/t
	P valuec
	Non-PIU
	At-risk users
	PIU
	2/F
	P valuec

	Total population, n (%)
	13884(60.2)
	9170 (39.8)
	
	
	14908(64.7)
	7494 (32.5)
	652 (2.8)
	
	

	Gender nonconformity, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	9510 (60.9)
	6108 (39.1)
	38.8
	<0.001
	10251 (65.6)
	4991 (32.0)
	376 (2.4)
	139.0
	<0.001

	Moderate
	3740 (60.2)
	2473 (39.8)
	
	
	4022 (64.7)
	1996 (32.1)
	195 (3.1)
	
	

	High
	634 (51.8)
	589 (48.2)
	
	
	635 (51.9)
	507 (41.5)
	81 (6.6)
	
	

	Age, mean (SD)
	14.6 (1.7)
	15.2 (1.6)
	-0.7
	0.007
	14.7 (1.7)
	15.2 (1.6)
	15.0 (1.6)
	220.8
	<0.001

	Sex, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	6982 (59.4)
	4779 (40.6)
	7.4
	
	7758 (66.0)
	3685 (31.3)
	318 (2.7)
	17.7
	

	Female
	6902 (61.1)
	4391 (38.9)
	
	/
	7150 (63.3)
	3809 (33.7)
	334 (3.0)
	
	

	Household socioeconomic statusb, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High
	4918 (67.3)
	2387 (32.7)
	81.8
	<0.001
	5233 (71.6)
	1898 (26.0)
	174 (2.4)
	0.64
	<0.001

	Middle
	7927 (57.8)
	5791 (42.2)
	
	
	8584 (62.6)
	4750 (34.6)
	384 (2.8)
	
	

	Low
	1012 (50.9)
	978 (49.1)
	
	
	1061 (53.3)
	835 (42.0)
	94 (4.7)
	
	

	Family relationshipb, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Good
	12009 (62.8)
	7112 (37.2)
	322.0
	<0.001
	13014 (68.1)
	5706 (29.8)
	401 (2.1)
	821.3
	<0.001

	Average
	1479 (48.4)
	1574 (51.6)
	
	
	1562 (51.2)
	1341 (44.0)
	150 (4.9)
	
	

	Poor
	362 (43.09)
	463 (56.1)
	
	
	296 (35.9)
	429 (52.0)
	100 (12.1)
	
	

	Classmate relationshipb, n (%)
	
	
	
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	<0.001

	Good
	11529 (62.8)
	6822 (37.2)
	260.2
	
	12464 (67.9)
	5492 (30.0)
	395 (2.1)
	575.9
	

	Average
	2128 (50.0)
	2130 (50.0)
	
	
	2239 (52.6)
	1809 (42.5)
	210 (4.9)
	
	

	Poor
	160 (47.8)
	175 (52.2)
	
	
	137 (40.9)
	152 (45.4)
	46 (13.7)
	
	

	Teacher-classmate relationshipb,n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Good
	10410 (65.0)
	5607 (35.0)
	507.5
	<0.001
	11189 (69.9)
	4499 (28.1)
	329 (2.1)
	709.3
	<0.001

	Average
	3213 (49.2)
	3315 (50.8)
	
	
	3464 (53.1)
	2783 (42.6)
	281 (4.3)
	
	

	Poor
	162 (47.0)
	183 (53.0)
	
	
	149 (43.2)
	159 (46.1)
	37 (10.7)
	
	

	Academic performanceb, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Above average
	5756 (66.1)
	2951 (33.9)
	283.5
	<0.001
	5809 (66.7)
	2693 (30.9)
	205 (2.4)
	200.4
	<0.001

	Average
	4615 (60.0)
	3072 (40.0)
	
	
	5207 (67.7)
	2319 (30.2)
	161 (2.1)
	
	

	Below average
	3470 (52.7)
	3120 (47.3)
	
	
	3840 (58.3)
	2465 (37.4)
	285 (4.3)
	
	

	Sexual orientationb, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Heterosexual
	9399 (58.4)
	6692 (41.6)
	38.3
	<0.001
	10379 (64.5)
	5291 (32.9)
	421 (2.6)
	304.6
	<0.001

	Lesbian/Gay
	207 (54.6)
	172 (45.4)
	
	
	176 (46.4)
	176 (46.4)
	27 (7.1)
	
	

	Bisexual
	1156 (56.7)
	884 (43.3)
	
	
	1010 (49.5)
	918 (45.0)
	112 (5.5)
	
	

	Table S3 Characteristics of the study population stratified by PSU and PIUa (continued)

	Unsure
	858 (66.4)
	434 (33.6)
	
	
	943 (73.0)
	321 (24.8)
	28 (2.2)
	
	

	Being bulliedb, n (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	12566 (62.1)
	7656 (37.9)
	254.6
	<0.001
	13627 (67.4)
	6155 (30.4)
	440 (2.2)
	660.5
	<0.001

	Yes
	1307 (46.4)
	1508 (53.6)
	
	
	1268 (45.0)
	1335 (47.4)
	212 (7.5)
	
	

	Social support score, mean (SD)
	70.1 (14.6)
	64.5 (15.0)
	5.6
	<0.001
	70.8 (13.9)
	63.1 (15.2)
	56.1 (17.5)
	927.4
	<0.001

	Depressive symptoms scoreb, mean (SD)
	13.8 (7.1)
	17.3 (8.5)
	-3.4
	<0.001
	13.2 (6.7)
	18.5 (8.1)
	24.1 (10.4)
	1800.9
	<0.001

	Anxiety symptoms score, mean (SD) 
	2.8 (3.8)
	5.2 (4.8)
	-0.3
	<0.001
	2.6 (3.5)
	5.6 (4.7)
	9.2 (6.2)
	1521.2
	<0.001


[bookmark: _Hlk127928607]a PSU was measured by SAS-SV scores, male students with SAS-SV scores ≥ 31 and female students with SAS-SV scores ≥ 33 were classified as PSU group; PIU was measured by IAT scores, students with IAT scores ≥ 70 were classified as “PIU”, students with IAT scores between 40 and 69 were classified as “at-risk users”, students with IAT scores below 39 were classified as “Non-PIU”.
[bookmark: _Hlk130404681]b Missing data: 41 for household socioeconomic status, 55 for family relationship, 110 for classmate relationship, 164 for teacher-classmate relationship, 70 for academic performance, 3252 for sexual orientation (2905 chose “unwilling to answer” and 347 chose “neither men nor women”), 17 for being bullied, 55 for depressive symptoms scores. 
c P value was based on the Chi-square tests for categorical variables and analysis of variance for continuous variables as appropriate.



	Table S4 Univariable associations between sample characteristics and PSU/PIUa

	Variables
	PSU
	PIU

	
	Β (95% CI)
	P-value
	Β (95% CI)
	P-value

	Age, mean (SD)
	0.97 (0.86, 1.09)
	<0.001
	0.91 (0.76, 1.06)
	<0.001

	Sex, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Female
	1.36 (1.09, 1.62)
	<0.001
	0.73 (0.38, 1.09)
	<0.001

	Household socioeconomic statusb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	High
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Middle
	1.85 (1.56, 2.15)
	<0.001
	2.53 (2.14, 2.92)
	<0.001

	Low
	2.80 (2.29, 3.33)
	<0.001
	5.80 (5.12, 6.48)
	<0.001

	Family relationshipb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Good
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Average
	3.14 (2.76, 3.53)
	<0.001
	5.69 (5.19, 6.19)
	<0.001

	Poor
	4.71 (4.01, 5.41)
	<0.001
	11.14 (10.23, 12.06)
	<0.001

	Classmate relationshipb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Good
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Average
	2.66 (2.31, 3.00)
	<0.001
	4.68 (4.23, 5.13)
	<0.001

	Poor
	3.78 (2.69, 4.87)
	<0.001
	11.22 (9.80, 12.65)
	<0.001

	Teacher-classmate relationshipb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Good
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Average
	3.28 (3.00, 3.58)
	<0.001
	5.07 (4.69, 5.46)
	<0.001

	Poor
	3.81 (2.73, 4.89)
	<0.001
	9.33 (7.93, 10.74)
	<0.001

	Academic performanceb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Above average
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Average
	1.24 (0.93, 1.56)
	<0.001
	-0.05 (-0.46, 0.36)
	0.81

	Below average
	2.83 (2.50, 3.16)
	<0.001
	2.86 (2.43, 3.30)
	<0.001

	Sexual orientationb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Heterosexual
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Lesbian/Gay
	1.94 (0.91, 2.98)
	<0.001
	5.93 (4.57, 7.28)
	<0.001

	Bisexual
	2.02 (1.55, 2.49)
	<0.001
	4.88 (4.27, 5.50)
	<0.001

	Unsure
	-1.19 (-1.77, -0.62)
	<0.001
	-2.43 (-3.19, -1.67)
	<0.001

	Gender nonconformity, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	Low
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Moderate
	0.71 (0.41, 1.01)
	<0.001
	0.93 (0.54, 1.32)
	<0.001

	High
	2.84 (2.25, 3.43)
	<0.001
	5.50 (4.73, 6.28)
	<0.001

	Being bulliedb, n (%)
	
	
	
	

	No
	Ref
	
	Ref
	

	Yes
	4.17 (3.77, 4.57)
	<0.001
	8.17 (7.65, 8.70)
	<0.001

	Social support score, mean (SD)
	-0.14 (-0.15, -0.14)
	<0.001
	-0.28 (-0.29, -0.26)
	<0.001

	Depressive symptoms scoreb, mean (SD)
	0.35 (0.34, 0.37)
	<0.001
	0.70 (0.68, 0.72)
	<0.001

	Anxiety symptoms score, mean (SD)
	0.76 (0.73, 0.79)
	<0.001
	1.28 (1.24, 1.31)
	<0.001



The mixed-effect linear regression models were used to account for the multistage sampling design.
a PSU was measured by SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; PIU was measured by IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU.
b Missing data: 41 for household socioeconomic status, 55 for family relationship, 110 for classmate relationship, 164 for teacher-classmate relationship, 70 for academic performance, 3252 for sexual orientation (2905 chose “unwilling to answer” and 347 chose “neither men nor women”), 17 for being bullied, 55 for depressive symptoms scores.



	[bookmark: _Hlk127937078][bookmark: _Hlk127931126]Table S5 Association of interaction items with PSU and PIUa

	Interaction item
	PSU, Β (95% CI)
	PIU, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Biological sex×gender expression
	-0.97 (-1.45, -0.48) b
	-0.82 (-1.28, -0.35) b
	-0.85 (-1.31, -0.38) b
	-0.70 (-1.33, -0.67) c
	-0.48 (-1.06, 0.11)
	-0.56 (-1.14, 0.02)


a PSU was measured by the SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; PIU was measured by the IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU.
Model 1 adjusted for sex, age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied. 
b P<0.001.
c P<0.05.



	Table S6 Associations of gender nonconformity PSU and PIUa, with imputed data sets.

	
	PSU, Β (95% CI)
	PIU, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model2
	Model3
	Model 1
	Model2
	Model3

	Gender nonconformity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Low 
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref

	Moderate
	0.44(0.30, 0.58) b
	0.31(0.18, 0.45) b
	0.21(0.73, 0.34) c
	0.09(-0.09, 0.26)
	-0.10(-0.26, 0.68)
	-0.34(-0.50, -0.18) b

	    High
	2.19(1.91, 2.48) b
	1.19(0.91, 1.47) b
	1.01(0.73, 1.29) b
	3.29(2.94, 3.64) b
	1.45(1.16, 1.78) b
	1.05(0.72, 1.39) b

	R2
	0.12
	0.18
	0.18
	0.13
	0.26
	0.28


a PSU was measured by the SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; PIU was measured by the IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU; R2: coefficients of determination, R square.
Model 1 adjusted for sex, age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.	
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied. 
b P<0.001.
c P<0.05



	Table S7 Association of interaction items with PSU and PIUa, with imputed data sets.

	Interaction item
	PSU, Β (95% CI)
	PIU, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3 

	Biological sex×gender expression
	-0.89 (-1.10, -0.67) b
	-0.86 (-1.07, -0.65) b
	-0.90 (-1.11, -0.69) b
	-0.92 (-1.19, -0.65) b
	-0.92 (-1.17, -0.67) b
	-1.01 (-1.26, -0.76) b 


[bookmark: _Hlk128470230]a PSU was measured by the SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; PIU was measured by the IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU.
Model 1 adjusted for sex, age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied.
b P<0.001.



	Table S8 Associations of gender nonconformity with PSUa stratified by sex, with imputed data sets.

	
	Male, Β (95% CI)
	Female, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model2
	Model3
	Model 1
	Model2
	Model3

	Gender nonconformity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref

	Moderate
	1.26(1.06, 1.47) b
	1.02 (0.82, 1.21) b
	0.90(0.70, 1.10) b
	-0.42(-0.61, 0.23) b
	-0.42(-0.60, -0.24) b
	-0.47(-0.66, -0.28) b

	    High
	2.30(1.87, 2.73) b
	1.31 (0.89, 1.73) b
	1.20 (0.78, 1.62) b
	1.77 (1.39, 2.15) b
	0.83 (-0.47, 1.20) b
	0.68 (0.31, 1.05) b

	R2
	0.11
	0.17
	0.18
	0.11
	0.18
	0.19


a PSU was measured by the SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; R2: coefficients of determination, R square.
Model 1 adjusted for age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied.
b P<0.001
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Table S9 Associations of gender nonconformity with PIUa stratified by sex, with imputed data sets.

	
	Male, Β (95% CI)
	Female, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Gender nonconformity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Low
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref

	    Moderate
	0.98 (0.73, 1.23) b
	0.61 (0.37, 1.84) b
	0.35(0.70, 1.12) c
	-0.84(-1.08, -0.60) b
	-0.86(-1.08, -0.63) b
	-0.99 (-1.22, -0.77) b

	    High
	3.12 (2.59, 3.65) b
	1.30 (0.80, 1.79) b
	1.09 (0.60, 1.58) b
	3.31 (2.83, 3.79) b
	1.57 (1.13, 2.01) b
	1.18(0.74, 1.63) b

	R2
	0.14
	0.27
	0.29
	0.12
	0.26
	0.27


[bookmark: _Hlk129750186]a PIU was measured by the IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU; R2: coefficients of determination, R square.
Model 1 adjusted for age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.	
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied.
b P<0.001
c P<0.05
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	PSU, Β (95% CI)
	PIU, Β (95% CI)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Gender nonconformity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GC
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref

	GNC
	0.52(0.19, 0.86)b
	0.34(0.38, 0.64)b
	0.24(-0.05, 0.53)
	0.53(0.08, 0.98)b
	0.27(-0.08, 0.62)
	0.09(-0.25, 0.43)

	R2
	0.10
	0.18
	0.19
	0.10
	0.25
	0.27


Table S10 Associations of gender nonconformity with PSUa  and PIU, with binary GNC variable.
Abbreviations: B, unstandardized regression coefficient; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval; Ref, Reference; R2: coefficients of determination, R square; GC, gender conformity (GNC score: 1–3) and GNC, gender nonconformity (GNC score: 4–7).
[bookmark: _Hlk127934899]a PSU was measured by the SAS-SV scores, ranging from 10 to 60, with higher scores indicating the severity of PSU; PIU was measured by the IAT scores, ranging from 20 to 100, with higher scores indicating the severity of PIU.
Model 1 adjusted for sex, age, household socioeconomic status, family relationship, classmate relationship, teacher-classmate relationship, academic performance, and sexual orientation.
Model 2 adjusted for the covariates in Model 1, plus depressive and anxiety symptoms scores.	
Model 3 adjusted for the covariates in Model 2, plus social support scores and being bullied. 
b P<0.05
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